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liquidation of the coal industry would be
an economic catastrophe. e

The industrial federation built around
coal is Important to America. To argue,
as Mr. Wright has done, that it should
be dealt a damaging blow in order to in-
crease the power of a foreign nation to
buy more goods from other foreign na-
tions—not- from American manufactur-
ers—it must be emphasized, but from
foreign manufacturers—is irresponsible
and against the best interests of the do-
mestic fuels industries. His whole argu-
ment is ridiculous on its face and I am
confident that simple justice dictates
that it will be rejected by-all concerned
with the American economy.

GOOD NEIGHBOR BOWLING

| (Mr. GONZALEZ (al the request of Mr.
ALBERT) was granted. permission to ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and to include extraneous mat~
ter.) -

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Speaker, on
April 4, in my home city of San Antonio,

I had the pleasure of addressing a unique-

organization known as the Good Neigh-
bor Bowling League.

Patric McDonald, presently the league’s
president, had a heart to heart talk
a few months back with Lin Waugh,
Bowlerland manager, about crises in the
Americas,

Their conversation went something
like this:

More cultural and athletic exchanges
would help the Americas understand each
other better. Let’s do something more than
talk about it.

And, there you have the beginning of
the Good Neighbor Bowling Tournament.

The tournament will be held in Mon-
terréy, Mexico, June 19-21, . Sixteen
Texas teams will play 16 Mexican teams
under the banner of good neighbor. Of
the 32 teams, the first 5 will be awarded
trophies. '
. 'When I addressed this group, April 4,
the occasion was the sponsors’ banquet
for the tournament. I would like to
salute and commend the following San
Antonio businesses for contributing to a
worthy venture in fostering better rela-
tions among the Americas. They are:
Dellmar Southside, McDonald’s Paper
Specialties, Leopold Drug, Wright’s
Sporting Goods Co., Dellmar Northside,
Door Unit Mfg. Corp., Blue Bonnet Hotel,
Gwyn Pharmacy, San Antonio Drug Co.,
the Gunter Hotel, Blanco Pharmacies,
Hemphill-McCombs Ford, Berns Depart-
ment Stores, Bowlerland, Cartwright
Printing and Litho, and the Bowling Pro
Shop. -

I would like to especially commend Mr.
MqDonald and other members of Good
Neighbor Bowling in San Antonio such
as Jean Haase have made plans for the
bowling tournament in Mexico, which
wll} be one more good way to further
unify the Americas.

IMr, BroMWELL] is recognized for 20
minutes.
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Mr. BROMWELL., Mr. Speaker, those
of us concerned with the status of the
Congress of the United States as an In-
strument of representative government

" in an embattled world must continue and

intensify our concern over the case of
Otto F. Otepka. )

It should be mentioned in passing that
as the execcutive department of the Gov-
ernment has grown in size and power
a new but incomplete axiom of political
conduct has been suggested: The abuse
of executive privilege grows proportion-
ally to the size of the executive branch.
Whether that growth has been arithme-
tic or geometric should be - discovered
quickly.

Be that as it may, Mr. Otto F. Otepka,
as you know, is a former State Depart-
ment security evaluator who has been re~
moved from his position following what,
from published accounts, was simply de-
cent and wholesome cooperation with a
committee of the other body, the Inter-
nal Security Subcommitiee.

His transfer to a make-work job—and
bear in mind that Otto F. Otepka in 1958
received the State Department’s Destin-
guished Service Award for his outstand-
ing work—would be serious enough and
just cause for concern, but there has
been considerable fallout from the series
of events leading up to Mr. Otepka's
transfer that justifies the full consid-
eration of the House. According to pub-

lished reports the situation is briefly,

this: While engaged as a State Depart-~
ment security evaluator, Mr. Otepka was
responsible for producing important evi-
dence implicating some high foreign
service personnel in questionable actions
that were considered helpful in puftting
Castro in power in Cuba. In addition to
this Mr. Otepka stood in the way of a
number of proposals to revise and relax
security standards in the Department
of State. Purporitedly he furnished the
Senate Internal Security Subcommittee
some three personnel file documents in
support of the statements which he had
made to the committee. He also coop-
erated by suggesting some questions for
committee counsel to ask of his supe-
riors in order that the truth might be
more fully developed.

There has been no claim made against
Mr. Otepka that national security was
violated in any respect. When he co-
operated with Congress, however, his
troubles started.

After this happened he was offered a
transfer. He refused this because he had
been in security work for more than 10
years, and liked the work, Last June he
was ordered to move to another office—
the make-work job—denied access to his
files, denied the assistance of a secretary
except for specific jobs, and this was done
through the office of the Assistant Scere-
tary of State, John F. Reilly.

Now who is Assistant Secretary Reilly?
He is one who, with Elmer D. Hill, inter-
cepted the telephone calls of Mr. Otepka
by means of an unauthorized wiretap
or listening device, with the knowledge
of Mr. David Beligle. In July and August
of last year, Assistant Secretary Reilly,
Mr. Belisle, and Mr. Hill denied to the
Internal Security Subcommittee under
oath any knowledge that any wiretap or
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listening device had been atftached to
Mr. Otepka’s telephone.

Later on Assistant Secretary Reilly
and Mr. Hill admitted recording Mr.
Otepka’s calls and Mr. Belisle admitted
knowledge of it. Thereafter, Assistant
Secretary Reilly and Mr. Hill were asked
to resign their positions. Mr. Belisle re~
mains in his position.

Meanwhile what has become of Mr.
Otepka sinece last June? He has re-
mained in the State Department at work
which denies him the full exercise of his
skills,

However, spreading out of this change
in assignment like a miserable fog have
been a series of other circumstances
which should be equally distressing to
the House. Six men who continued to
associate with him have been transferred
and their clearance to handle security
matters has been removed. He has been
ostracized from State Department social
life by an atmosphere that has made his
old friends reluctant to have any but the
most formal contact with him. He sus-
pects, and with some reason, that his
telephone has been tapped. At the State
Department his old associates shun
him-—some have called him at home.
When he was given the job of sorting old
security files two persons were assigned
to sit in his office and supervise him and
he was forbidden to take notes on the
work he was doing. When he insisted on
taking notes the project was terminated
and the files were removed from his
office.

This I think all Members will agree,.
Mr. Speaker, is a strange circumstance
for one to find himself in who is guilty
of no wrongdoing, who has conveyed no
inaccurate information.

Now what of the six men who were
recently transferred from the Office of
Security to posts as administrative offi-
cers in the Bureau of Inter-American
Affairs, ostensibly because of their asso-
ciation with Mr. Otepka? ‘Three of
them, Mr. Harry M, Hite, Mr. John R.
Norpel, Jr., and Mr. Edwin A. Burkhardt,
have filed petitions with the Civil Service
Commission charging that they have
been removed from their asslgnments
because they supported Mr. Otepka. All
three of these men contend that the
transfers constituted a reduction in rank
within the meaning of the Civil Service
Act. Mr. Hite is a lawyer who has been
in Government service for more than 10
years. Mr. Norpel is a former agent of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation with
17 years of experience in Government.
Mr. Burkhardt is an experienced civil
servant. All three of these men claim
that they have direct knowledge of a plot
to frame Mr, Otepka and then to have
him fired.

Mr. GROSS.. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROMWELL. I am happy to
yield to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, T commend
my colleague from Iowa for bringing this
incredible situation, with respect to Mr.
Otto Otepka, to the attention of the
House. As the gentleman from Iowa well
knows, I have been interested in this
matter for some time. I am delighted
that he is today having something more
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to say about it and agedn calling it to the
attention of the House.

It would he my hop: that unless some
agency of Governmert takes action to
protect these gentleman, that the House
Committee on Post Ofiice and Clvil Berv-
ice, of which I am a member, would for-
get abdut pay increase legislation for &
few hours or a few days and {ake some
interest in what is belag done by way of
abrogating the protec:ion of Individuals
through the civil service laws.

Again 1t is incredible that these six
men, these six evaluasors—and as I un-
derstand it, all of tham have excellent
records and all have had excellent rec-
ords in the past and have today—have
been transferred out of thelr jobs and
sent Into other fields of endeavor for
which they may or may not be qualified.
We talk today about increasing pay for
the purpose of obtainiog honest and efi-
cient personnel in Government. Then
we take six experienced evaluators and
practically ride them out of their jobs
because they are trying to do honest and
efficient work in Government.

Again I commend the gentleman from
Towa, and I ask permission at this point,
Mr. Speaker, to insers; in the Recorp as
a part of my remarks the letters from
Mr, Harry M. Hite and Mr. John R. Nor-
pel, Jr., to Mr. Stephen L. Elliott, chief
of the Appeals Examining Office of the
U.8. Civil Service Conmission.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objec:ion.

The letters referred to are as follows:

ViEnNa, Va,
April §, 1964.
Mr, STEFHEN L. ELLIOTT,
Chief, Appeals Examining Office, U.S. Civil
Service Commission Washingion, D.C.

Dear Sm: Pursuant to section 752, civil
service rules and regulailons, I hereby appeal
my reassignment by the Department of State
from the position of personnel security spe-
cialist, GS-0080-13, Division of Evaluations,
Speclal Review Branch, Office of Becurity.
Deputy Under Becretary of Administration,
to administrative oficer. GS-0301-13, Bureau
of Inter-American Aflalrs, Office of Assist-
ant Secretary.

On information and bellef, this action con-
stitutes a8 reduction in rank within the
meaning of the Veterans’ Preference Act of
1944, as amended. This actlon was effective
on March 15, 1964, Therc has been lssued
to me form DS-1033, slgned by Earl D, Sohm
on March 18, 1964, whica I received on March
23, 1964. As & consequence, I have been
assignec to duties which resulted in a lower-
ing of my relative standing in the Depart-
ment's organizational saructure.

Before describing specific grounds for my
appeal, a general statement concerning my
personal history is in order.

In August 1954, after several years of em-
ployment with the U.&. Civil SBervice Com-
mission and the Internal Revenue Bervice, I
was hired as a security officer by the Depart-
ment of State. During this same period, I
was attending law schcol and I recelved my
law degree in 1855. 1 left the Department
in 1957 to join the OTce of Civil Defense
where 1 continued as i eecurity officer. In
August 1960 I returned to the Department
of State as a personnel security specialist
and was employed in that capacity until the

- Department's action onn March 15, 1864.

My eficlency ratings during my Govern-
ment s2rvice have always been satisfactory
or better. For example, for the period 1854
55, representing my fist perlod of employ-
ment with the Department of State, my
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supervisor wrote: “During almost all of the
rating perlod Mr, Hits has been detalled to
the security review section where his dutles
havs involved writing summaries and analy-
ses in difficuit and involved cases of employ-
ess and applicants which, because of serious
derogatory information contalned therein,
require adjudication under section 4 or § of
E.O, 10450. Mr. Hite has performed his dutles
in this connection in a highly satisfactory
manner. He has shown a very good abllity
to read and assimllate a complicated set of
facts and to extract and effectively write up
the pertinent and neccessary paris. He has
exhibited an ability to analyze involved
cases and mature judgment In his analyses
and recommendnations.”

In 1957, another supervisor wrote, “His
knowiedge and understanding of security
criteria of the Department and his ability to
apply thesc criteria in preparation ef ana-
iytical summaries and In making final se-
curity determinations are unsurpassed among
those of like assignment, Mr, Hite has con-
sistently demonstrated superior judgment,
excellent writing ability and a kecen aware-
ness of current development In mattera per-
taining to the security field.”

In recommending my promotion In 1058,
the Director of the Office of Security and In-
spection, Office of Civil Defense, wrote, "As
a security officer he has evaluated and msade
final recommendations in involved and dell-
cate security cases covering all aspects of the
applicable laws and Executive orders. His
work has never needed revision. He has
handled cases of alleged fraud agninst the
Government Involving hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars and other matters, including
alleged unethical employment practices. His
repofts are always so well written that they
are ready for presentation to the Director,
OCDM, without revision.”

In February 1961, Mr. Otlo F, Otepka, then
Deputy Director, Office of Security, Depart-
ment of State, in commenting on my work
for him, stated., "I can only comment in
terms of highest pralse for Mr, Hite's abiiity
as an evaluator. He has & great depth of
perception and expresses himself clearly and
succinctiy in writing. I am particularly ime
pressed also with his knowledge of ideologi-
cal movements so that he can and does relate
that information which is material to the
oase in ita proper perspective.”

Mr. Raymond Loughton, Chief, Speclal Re-
wview Branch, Division of Evaluations, wrote
In October 1882: "Mr, Hite 18 a superior
analyst. His work 18 always & preclse and
finished product. His prior experience in the
Department and background in related cases
pius his abllity has prompted the assignment
to him of many high complexity cases, He
has evaluated ail tvpes of cases In SY. He
understands thoroughly the regulations, poi-
icles and procedures related to the work, and
completes his assignments on his own initia-
tive, His methodleal approach and objec-
tivity, along with his experience, has given
him valuable confidence and reserve—Mr.
Hite 18 a dedicated security officer, very loyal
and deeply Interested in the security fleid.
He 1s ideally sulted to this difficult assign-
ment and deserves speclal recognition for
consistently turning out superior evalua-
tions.”

In writing my efciency report in October
1963, Mr. Loughton said, “For mest of the
rating period he has been assigned the re-
view of three highly complex employee cases.
and intermittently, the evaluation of a aum-
ber of complex, high priority Presidential
appointment cases, all of which he has han-
died in superior fashion, with a minimum of
pupervision. Mr. Hite™1s a professional eval-
uator. He is deeply interested In his work
and understands thoroughly the many facets
of it. He studies avidly not only develop-
ments in the security field but in all the
related fields: Natlonal policy. congresstonal,
judictary, and foreign relations. Associates
seek his advice and his opinions are re-
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gpected. Both he and the Department would:
benefit by his advancement.”

Events which have occurred In the Depart-
ment of State in the past several years cause
me to base my appeal from the Department’s
reassignment on the following grounds:

1. I am one of the original members of &
staff organized in May 10661 as a result of a
directive approved by Mr. Roger Jones, then
Deputy Under Secretary of State for Admin-
istration. The mission of thils staffl was to
recxamine the security files of all.employees
of the Department to mssure that no em-
ployee of the Department on whom there
was seriously guestionable information was
then, or would be In the future, assigned to
a policy-making or policy-influencing posi-
tion relating to the national security. This
group, consisting of six officers, was placed
under the Immediate supervision of Otto F.
Otepka, then Deputy Director of the Office of
Security. This operation was suspended In
January 1962 and has not been resumed.
The suspension of activities coincided with a
reduction in force action which displaced
Mr. Otepka to the position of Chief of the
Division of Evaluations.

2. Following the appointment of John F.
Rellly as Deputy Assistant Secretary for Se-
curity in about Aprhl 1862, the following
events occurred:

{a) Mr. Otepka was placed under sur-
veillance by Mr. Rellly and subsequently at
the instigation of Rellly was detalled from
his position as Chief of the Evaluations Di-
vision without adequate explanation to him
and assigned to nonsupervisory dutles, de-
prived of the services of a secretary, denled
access to all pertinent correspondence and
other documents relating to personnel se-
curity, precluded from entering the Divislon
of Evaluntions where I have been employed,
and forbldden to discuss personnel security
cases with me.

(b) Simuiltaneously with the detail of Mr.
Otepka, John R. Norpel and Billly N. Hughes,
both original members of the special group
formed In May 1061, were reassigned from
thelr positions as evaluators to duties of a
routine Investigatory nature. Subsequently,
Mr. Hughes was compelied to accept a posl-
tion as an investigator at Memphis, Tenn.,
without regard to his capabillities to per-
form the higher skilled functions as an eval-
uator,

(c) Mr. Otepka was charged on Septem-
ber 23, 1963, with “conduct unbecoming an
officer” in that he sllegedly furnished clas-
eified information to the U.8. Benate. He was
also charged with certaln other viclations
of departmental regulations.

3. A total of six persons, Including myself,
was reassigned to the Bureau of Inter-Amer-
fcan Affalrs effective March 156, 1964. Four
of these, Including myself, were members of
the special group formed in May 1861, All
four persons had been selected by Mr. Otep-
ka. All have expressed their strong convic-
tions concerning Mr. Otepka’s innocence of
the wrongdoings with which he has been
charged. The two other persons reassigned,
though not members of the 1861 group, have
stanchly supported Mr. Otepks in his pres-
ent difficulties,

4. I have been informed that Mr. Ray-
mond Laugel, who held the interim appoint-
ment of Deputy Asslstant Becretary for Se-
curity, and Mr. David I. Bellsle, who was
brought inte the Department by John F.
Reilly to supervise personnel securlty opera-
tions as the intended replacement for Mr.
Ofepka, personally selected the six Individ-
uals for reassignment to the Bureau of In-
ter-American Affairs. Mr. Laugel is & For-
eign Service officer, 'who Is unfamillar ‘'with
the civll service merit system, and who pre-
fers the Foreign Service system over the
civil service. Mr. Belisle’s Government career
has been almost entirely in the excepted
service. I also have been Informed that
two additional members of the Dilvislon of
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Evaluations were also considered for reas-
signment by Mr. Laugel. Neither is a mem-
ber of the Foreign Service. Nelther is a
known supporter of Mr. Otepka. According
to my information ahd belief, Mr. Belisle
vetoed their reassighment out of the Office
of Security. The reassignment of the six
persons, therefore, was confined only to mem-
bers of the civil service who were supporters
of Mr. Otepka.

Moreover, three members -of the Evalu-
ations Division were initiatlly made inti-
mately familiar with the nature of the work
to which I have now been assigned in the
Bureau, of Inter-American Affairs. These
persons are Frederick W. Traband, Joseph
C. Sabin, and Norman R. Doe. This work
commenced in-about April 1963 within the
Division of Evaluations and the cases in-
volved were assigned to the foregoing per-
sons. These persons were fully informed
-concerning the implementation of this pro-
gram. None is a known supporter of Mr.
Otepka. No explanation was given me why
these persons were not included in the re-
assignment to the Bureau of Inter-American
Affairs.

Furthermore, the work to which I have
been reassighed was rejected by the Office of
Security in 1962 on grounds that it was poli-
tical in nature and not related to person-
nel security. Additionally, in January 1964,
high level officials of the Department ex-
pressed doubts that the Office of Security
was adequately staffed to carry out the proj-
ect for the Bureau of Inter-American Af-
fairs.

" 6.1 intend to appear as a friendly wit-
ness for Mr. Otepka at his forthcoming
hearing in the Department, if such a hear-
ing is held. Messrs. Raymond Loughton,
John R. Norpel, and Billy N. Hughes, all of
whom have also now -been reassigned from
the Division of Evaluations, also intend to
appear as friendly witnesses for Mr. Otepka.
These withesses shall endeavor to assist Mr.
Otepka in establishing not only that the
charges against him are without basis, but
that the charge regarding his alleged clip-
ping of documents is spurious and that the
evidence was fabricated solely to harm Mr.
Otepka. I am aware that Mr. Otepka in-
tends to show that certain individuals who
were (ualified to perform the work in-
volved in my present assignment, but who
in fact were not reassigned, participated in
the fabrication of the evidence used against
him.

6. During the appraisal of 'the Depart-
ment’s personnel security program by Ctvil
Service Commission Security Appraisal
Officers from approximately March to July
1063, I cooperated fully with those of-
‘ficers. I identified and described shortcom-
ings and deficlencies in the program. I
understand that Messrs, Reilly and Belisle
did not approve of my comments. In fact,
I know that Mr. Reilly withheld derogatory
information from personnel security files
ahd refused to furnish the nature of this
information to the Civil Service Apraisal
Officers. .

7. I appeared as a witness with the De-
partment’s permission before a .closed ses-
ston of the U.S. Senate Internal Security
Subcommittee, I responded to the com-
mittee’s questions truthfully and honestly.
I identified and described to the committee
specific instances of shortcomings and de-
ficiencies in the Department’s personnel se-
curity program., My statements were in op~
position to changes instituted by Meéssrs.
Rellly and Belislé, which according to my
professional experience I felt were not in
keeping with the intent of Executive Order
10450 and laws passed by Congress pre-
scribing an effective. security program. In
fact, my testimony supported that of Mr.

" Otepka on prior occasions. I am aware that

Mr. Rellly gave testimony inconsistent with

that of Mr. Otepka and that when Mr.

Otepka substantiated the validity of his own
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testimony he was subjected to reprisals and
unwarranted criticism by Mr. Reilly. Ad-
ditionally, in response to committee ques-
tions, I testified concerning certain sub-
stantive and procedural questions in the
case of Willlam Arthur Wieland, which I had
coeveluated with Mr. Otepka. It 1s my
agsumption that my testimony contradicted
that of Mr. Reilly on the same case. In ac-
cordance with the usual practice, a trans-
cript was made avallable to the Depart-
ment.

8. Prior to the public disclosure that Mr,
Rellly had recanted his testimony that he
did not have Mr, Otepka’s telephone tapped,
I had knowledge that Mr. Reilly had insti-
tuted telephone surveillance measures
against Mr. Otepka and I discussed this
knowledge with my assoclates in the Office
of Security. I am certain that my comments
about Mr. Reilly’s improperties were made
known to him and to Mr. Belisle,

9. In the course of investigations con-
ducted by the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion relative to the Otepka case, I was in-
terrogated by speclal agents of the FBI.
I believe this was at the Instigation of Mr,
Reilly who apparently suspected that I had
cooperated with Mr. Otepka In ptesenting
his defense before the Internal Securlty
Subcommittee. In the course of these FBI
interrogations, I criticized Mr. Reilly’s tactics
and also Informed the FBI of my views con-
cerning the handling of certain personnel
security cases by the Department, and
about deflciencies in securlty procedures. I
stanchly defended Mr. Otepka to the FBI,
I am certain that my statements to the FBI
were made available to Mr. Reilly and to Mr.
Belisle.

10. Prior to my present reassignment I was
questioned at considerable length by Am-
bassador Wilson Flake and George W.
French. These two officers were appolnted
recently to investigate wiretapping practices
of the Department and other aspects of the
Department's security program. I asserted
that certaln changes in security practices
instituted by Messrs. Reilly and Belisle were
detrimental to the best interests of security.
I also defended Mr. Otepka. Since my re-
assignment I have been questioned on two
oceaslons by Mr. French, first alone, and
then in the presence of William J. Crockett,
Deputy Under Secretary for Administration,
and Mr. Bernard Rosen, director of person-
nel, relative to my criticlsm of security
practices followed by David I. Belisle.

11. In my letter to the Commission of
March 27, 1964, I discussed the circumstances
of my reassignment. In particular I dis-
cussed by interview with Mr. John W. Drew
of the Department’s Personnel Office, on
March 11, 1964, at which time Mr. Powhatan
Baber, Deputy Executive Director, Bureau of
Inter-American Affairs, was also present. I
related that Mr. Drew had told me that
the decision to reassign me had been made
on a high level in the Department; further,
Mr. Drew/ sald he would reassign me regard-
less of miy wishes in the matter. He further
admonished me to discuss the nature of the
work I was to be assigned with no one, ow-
ing to its “politically sensitivé nature.” Mr.
Drew also sald at that time that I would
remain in the 0080 classification series,
though the DS-1032 he later provided me
placed me in the 0301 classification series.
Upon my reassignment, I was required to
relinquish my security officer credentials.
These credentials were returned to me as a
“souvenir” with a cancellation stamp on
thelr face. Since reporting to my new as-
signment on March 16, 1964, I have received
no definite work assighment and no position
description has been provided. Mr. Ray-
mond Loughton, my present supervisor, has
admitted to me that the only functions he
now has to assign to me are clerieal in
nature.

12, Since my reassignment I have been
made aware of comments of some former
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assoclates in the Office of Security that I
was reassighed because I “carried the torch”
too far and too long for Mr. Otepka. Others
have been heard to comment that I was
transferred because I was critical of person-
nel security practices in the Department. -

I have been made aware of the informa-
tion that Mr. G. Marvin Gentile, recently
appointed as Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Security, although he had no part in the
tranéfer of the six men, and despite his need
for professional evaluators on complex se-
curity cases, would not ask for the return of
the six men because he wished to start with
an organization free of controversial persons.
I am further informed that persons unskilled
in personnel security evaluations have tem-
porarlly fllled the positions vacated in the
Office of Security by the reassighment of the
six men, and that Mr. Gentile intends per-
manently to fill these positions from among
the ranks of investigators, many of whom
have had no pertinent evaluations experi-
ence.

In summary, I respectfully submit that the
actlon taken against me was not for such
cause a8 would promote the efficiency of the
service. In effect, it removed me without
adequate notice or. explanation from my
chosen career as a personnel security officer,
to another position classifled in an entirely
unrelated and unspecialized field. This ac-
tion originated with Mr. John F. Reilly and
Mr. David 1. Belisle and is in reprisal for my
honest dissent and because of my close as-
sociation with, and defense of, Mr. Otto F.
Otepka. It isevident that Messrs. Reilly and
Belisle are unworthy of belief because a
congressional committee established the
falsity of their statements under oath hefore
that committee on matters relating to per-
sonnel security administration.

Mr. Reilly was required to resign because
he lost the confldence of his superiors. Due
to the continued presence of Mr. Belisle in a
ranking position in the Office of Securlty, it
is my belief that he has influenced my re-
assighment from the Department’s personnel
security program.

The action removing me from the person-
nel security program contrary to my own de-
sires and motivations has subjected me to
scorn and ridicule among my Government-
wide acquaintances in the personnel security
fleld, thereby tending to degrade and humil-
iate me. Moreover, it has caused embarrass-
ment and anguish on the part of members of
my family.

The publicized shocking indiscretions of
Messrs. Reilly and Belisle have rendered a
disservice to the integrity of the Government
security program. My associates In the secu-
rity community are now even more alarmed
to learn that I have been victimized by the
“guilt by association” concept that the De-
partment openly has professed to oppose.
Furthermore, this action contravenes the
principles of the Federal civil service merit
system. It has resulted in the lowering of
morale of dedicated civil servants who sub-

_seribe to the “Code of Ethics for Government

Service,” expressed in the House concurrent
resolution of July 1968, later promulgated by
the U.S. Civil Service Commission in Depart-
ment of State Circular 982 on December 2,
1958.

It 1s requested that the Civil Service Com-
mission take the necessary steps to fully in-
vestigate this matter and direct that I be re-
stored to my position as personal security

speclalist, GS-0080-13, Office of Security.

Very respectfully,
HARRY M. HITE.
ALEXANDRIA, Va,,
- April 6, 1964.

APPEALS EXAMINING OFFICE,
U.S. Civil Service Commission,
Washington, D.C.
(Attention: Mr. Stephen L. Elliott.)

DEar Sir: In furtherance of my letter dated
March. 27, 1964, and your acknowledgement
dated March 31, 1964, I hereby appeal from
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my reassignment by the Department of State
to the position of administrative officer, G8-
030113, Bureau of Inter-American Affairs,
Office of Asslstant Becretary. I was reas-
signed from the positivn of personnel secu-
rity specialist, GS-0080--13, Division of Evalu-
ations, Special Review Dranch, Office of Becu-
rity, Deputy Under Secretary for Administra-
tlon. This appesal is submitied in accordance
with section 752, subctapter B, Federal Per-
sonnel Manual.

Form BS-1032 (notification of personnel
action) was personally delivered to me by
John W. Drew of the Oflce of Personnel. The
effective date of the recssignment was shown
to be March 15, 1964, ani it was authentlicated
by Earl L. . Sohm on March 18, 1984. The
effect of this actlon was assignment to a
position and duties which resulted in a low-
ering cf my relative standing in the orga-
nizational structure of the Department of
State.

On information and belief, this reassign-
ment resulted in a rejuction in rank pre-
ciuded by the Intent and meaning of the
Veterans' Preference Act of 1944, as amended.
A summary concerning my background is in
order prior to setting forth the specific bases
for this appeal.

I have a total of alinost 17 years employ~
ment with the Federil overnment in the
personnel, security, end related manage-
ment felds. In Junc 1949, I recelved a
bachelor of arts degree from LaSalle College
in Philadelphia, Pa., and entered the School
of Law of Temple University, Philadelphin,
the same year. From 7847 to 1850 I was also
employed as instructor by the Philadelphia
Board of Education. In April 1851, I ac-
cepted the position of special agent in the
Federal Bureau of Investigation.

Over 90 percent of my service In the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation related to the
investization, supervislon, and administra-
tion of laws enacted for the prescrvation of
our national security. In nine occaslons
between August 30, 1854, and November 19,
1958, J. Edgar Hoover, Diréctor of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Invostigation, personally
commended my efforte in conducting and
directing Investigatlors involving the pro-
tection of the United States from the ene-
mies within and witaout. On March 17,
1958, he presented me with a 8150 award
for supervision which attalned successful
results in three extremely delicate under-
takings of considerabls Importance in the
socurity fleld, In September 1059, I was
rated outstanding for serviceg_as a MNo. 1
man during an internal inspection of one
area of the FBI's organization.

In July 1861, I entered on duty with the
Department of State and until March 15,
1864, was continuously officially assigned as
an evaluator of personnel security cases. In
addition I participated In management stud-
les for the Office of Security and recom-
mended certaln internal realinement of func-
tions, personnel, and space which resulted
in greater efficlency of operation. Perform-
ance ratings attest {o the satlsfactory com-
plegtion: of my dutles. As will be seen, com-
menecing on June 27, 1963, I was detatled to
lesser duties and becime subordinate to a
lower grade employse.

By an officlal personnel action eflective
December 24, 1963, this detall was extended
with the approval of the Civil Service Com-
mission. I was designated to the position
of supervisory investigator general, GS-1810-
13 in the Washington fleld office, Office of
Security. No such avnllable position existed
and I was not permitied to fulfill its dutles.
Two supervisory positions in the Washington
field office were already encumbered. The
possibility also exists that the official per-
sonnel actlon was altered after approval of
the detall by the Civil SBervice Commission,

BASIS FCR APPEAL

In May 1961, Roger Jones, ihen Dcputy
Under Secretary of State for Administration,
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recognized the need for m highly trained,
competent stall to fulfiil a mission in the
personnel security fleld. Xe approved the
establishment of positions for such a group.
In about June 1881, Oito P. Otepka, then
Deputy Director for the Office of Security,
sought my services and I became one of the
original members of the group charged with
fulfiliment of the challenging mission ap-
proved by Mr. Jones. TUnder Mr. Otepka's
direction, the security files of all employees
of the Department of State were to be re-
examined to make certain that no employee
having seriously questionable allegations
against him was then or would be assigned
to a policymsking or infiuential role relating
to the natlonsal security. The select group
consisted of eix officers including Mr. Otepka.
‘The others were: Raymond A. Loughton;
Harry M. Hite; Frank V. Gardner; Bllly M.
Hughes; and myself. The functioning of the
group was suspended in January 1963, and
bas not bcen resumed.

In April 18632, John F. Reilly was appointed
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Se-
curity. During Rellly's tenure, he was re-
sponsible for a serles of events which affected
myself and the others adversely because of
our working assoclation with Mr. Otepka.
These events were highiighted by the follow-
Ing Incidents, among others:

Mr. Reilly placed Mr. Otepka under survell-
iance and employed surreptitious investiga-
tive techniques against him. Subsequently
Mr. Otepka, having become Chief of the Divi-
ston of Evaluations because of the abolish-
ment of his job as Deputy Director and a
subsequent reduction in force, was detailed
from his former position without any expla-
nation.

Mr. Otepka was placed in & nonsupervisory
position fabricated for him; denled the serv-
ices of a secretary; refused necessary ma-
terial, information, and files relating to per-
sonnel security; denied the right to enter
into the erea occupied by the Divislon of
Evaluations; and ordered to refraln from
discussing personnel security matters with
employees formerly under his direction.

Concurrently with Mr. Otepka’s detail, Blily
M. Hughes and myself were detalled also
without ecxplanation from our positions as
evaluators to the lesser dutles of routine in-
vestigators. Thereafter Mr. Hughes was
coerced into accepting a position as an in-
vestigator at Memphis, Tenn. This position
was created for Mr. Hughes to induce His
acceptance of it to circumvent his ability to
perform the more demanding duties of an
evaluator.

©On January 23, 1864, 1 testified In the pres-
ence of a State Department observer in ex-
ecutive session hefore the SBubcommittee on
Internal Becurity, U8, Senate Judiclary
Committee. On that same date Mr. Thomas
Ehrlich, 8 member of the Department’a Legal
Adviser's Office, contacted me in reference to
my testimony. Be stated that if Mr. Reilly
or Mr. David 1. Belisle, a former speclal as-
sistant to Mr. Reilly, had again done some-
thing wrong with respect to my assignment
in & lower position it should be corrected.

On January 29, 1964, I received an In-
formal memorandum over the name of Ray-
mond W. Laugel, then Acting Deputy Assist-
ant Secretary for Becurity. This {nformed
me of a “temporary special assignment” and
instructed I return to the original position
tfrom which I was detalled on June 27, 1963.
It was not untlli March 1884, I reccived an
official personnel action tferminating my
original detail.

In September 1883, the Department of
State served formal charges on Mr. Otepka.
These charges alleged he engaged in conduct
unbecoming an officer by furnishing classi-
fied Information to the Benate of the Unlted
States. Allegations of violations of regula-
tions of the Department were also included.

On March 15, 1963, six persons were reas-
signed to the Bureau of Inter-American Af-
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fairs. Four of these, Including myself, were
original members of the group formed in May
1981 and personally selected by Mr. Otepka.
The others are Raymond A. Loughton,
Harry M, Hite, Frank V, Gardner, Howard J.
Shea, formerly & supervisor in the Division
of Investigations, and Edwin A. Burkhardt,
an evaluator from the Division of Evalua-
tions. All 8ix have been, and continue to be,
stanch in their defense of Mr. Otepka and
have openly stated thelr strong bellefs in Mr.
Otepka’s Innocence.

Frederick W. Traband, Joseph C. 8abin, and
Norman R. Doe have remained in the Division
of Evaluations. The prolect to which I have
now been assigned In the Bureau of Inter-
American Affairs was originally accepted by
the Office of Security in about April 1BE3.
These three men became most famillar with
its purpose and were Iully informed concern-
tng its procedures. These men who remalned
in the Division of Evaluations are not known
as supporters of Mr. Otepka. I have been
given no information which would permit me
to understand why personnel most familiar
with the program were not consldered and
included in the reassignment of it and per-
sonnel to the Bureau of Inter-American
Affalrs.

Mr. Belisle was brought into the Depart-
ment by Mr, Rellly to direct personnel secu-
rity operations in place of Mr. Otepka. It
has been brought to my attention that Ray-
mond Laugel and Mr. Belisle personally se-
lected the five others and myself for this
reassignment which I am appealing. Mr.
Laugel is & Forelgn Service officer and prefers
this system oxer the civil service merit sys-
tem, with which he has had no personal
experlience. Mr, Bellsle’s Government expe-
rience has by far and large been in the ex-
cepted service.

Two other members of the Division of
Evaluations, both members of the civil serv-"~
ice Bystem, were also considered by Mr. Lau-
gel for reassignment to the Bureau of Inter-
American Affairs, These two are not known
as supporters of Mr. Otepka. It is my knowl-
edge and bellel that Mr. Belisle disagreed
with the reassignment of these two persons
suggested by Mr. Laugel. Consequently this
reassignment Included only employees under
the clivil service system who were supporters
of Mr. Otepka.

I have been informed that in about Octo-
ber 1863, Mr. Bellsle commented there was
no place in the organization of the Office of
Becurity for Mr. Loughton and that Mr.
Hughes and Mr. Norpel would never return
to the Division of Evaluations.

In about July 1963, the civil service com-
mission’s security appralsal team completed
8 review of the Department of Stale’s per-
sonnel security program. In my discussions
with the appraising officers I was completely
truthful and candid. It is my understand-
ing that my comments gained the disap-
proval of Mr. Reilly and Mr. Bellsle since I
was aware of deficlencles In their manage-
ment of the personnel security program. I
know Mr. Reilly and Mr. Belisle withheld
from the appraising officers derogatory in-
formation in personnel security files. :

I was questioned by Mr. Retlly concerning
official assistance given to Mr, Otepka In
order that he might disapprove certaln state-
ments made by Mr. Rellly under oath before
the Senate Internal Security Subcommittee.
Mr, Rellly attempted to discredit Mr. Otepka
to me by making false and malicious state-
ments concerning Mr. Otepka’s ability and
character. I subsequently testified favor-
ably for Mr. Otepka bhefore the Senate In-
ternal Becurity Subcommittee and I disputed
Mr. Rellly's evaluntion of Mr. Otepka.

In November 1963, there was a public dis-
closure that Mr. Relliy had formaslly repudi-
ated his carller sworn testimony concerning
the tapping of Mr. Otepka’s telephone.
Prior to that I had knowledge such a meas-
urs was taken against Mr. Otepka. I dis-
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cussed this with my assoclates. I was crit-
ical of such tactics employed by Mr. Reilly.
I believe my comments regarding such un-
ethical practice were made known to Mr.
Reilly and to Mr. Belisle.

The Federal Bureau of Investigation con-
ducted an official investigation concerning
Mr. Otepka, On July 30, 1963, I was inter-
rogated by two speclal agents of the ¥FBI,
Based on their statements and line of ques-
tioning, I believe my interview was conducted
at the provocation of Mr. Reilly who was of
the opinion I assisted in the presentations
of Mr. Otepka's defense before the Senate
Internal Security Subcommittee. During my
interrogation, I freely voiced by .opposition
to Mr. Rellly’s tactics, his handling of some
security cases, and volunteered deficlencles
in security procedures. I assured the FBI
of my complete confidence in Mr. Otepka's
innocence and his determination to achieve
a sound and realistic personnel security pro-
gram. Since Mr. Reilly was instrumental in
obtaining the FBI's investigative services, I
am sure my statements were made avallable
to him and Mr. Belisle.

On. January 13, 1964, at my prior request,
- I recelved an_ appointment with John W.
Drew, of the Office of Personnel, who was then
in charge of Washington assignments. My
‘discussion with Mr. Drew centered on my
potential for advancement along administra-
tive and managerial lines in the Department
of State. Mr. Drew, in substance, informed
me that the scope of my experience was t00
narrow to provide much of an opportunity
for advancement to more responsible posi~
tions. MHe suggested, if this were my goal, E
seek employment in a noncompetitive agency
where the -standards and qualifications of
the managerial level were not as high as
those in the Department of State.

On March 11, 1964, Mr. Drew summoned
me to a meeting. Also present was Powhatan
Baber, a Forelgn Service Officer, and Deputy
Director, Office of the Executive. Director, of
the area to which I was reassigned 4 days

later. Mr. Drew in his comments outlined an.

important position for which I had been
gelected and implied that greater responsi-
bilitles and duties would be connected there-
with, He stated I was being considered for
this assignment only because of my excep-
tional qualifications for 1t. Mr. Drew assured
me that I would remain in the 080 (per-
sonnel security speclalist) series and a posi-
tlon description, yet to be devised and writ-
ten, would be almost identical to the one
under which I was serving in the Office of
Security.

In response to specific statements I made,
Mr. Drew did not explain the disparity be-
tween his present comments and those made
on January 13, 1964. The alleged impor-
tance of the assighment was emphasized by
Mr. Drew when he stated there was no other
choice for me but to accept it.

On March 16, 1864, Mr, Drew personally
dellvered completed personnel actions to my-
self and the five other men reasslgned from
the Office of Security. At this time, the
change in classification series was polnted
out to him in the face of his earlier com-
ments. Mr. Drew stated that regardless of
this official cla,ssiﬂ;:ation deslgnation we six
indlviduals would ‘remain in the 080 seriés
for the purposes of reduction in force pro-
cedures. He was requested and declined to
put this latter statement in writing. It was
at this time Mr. Drew also stated one of hig
functions was to handle disciplinary cases
involving employees of the Department of
State. .

Since March 16, 1964, I have received no
position description; my duties and their
objective in the framework of national secu-
rity have not been clearly defined; and my
Supervisor, Raymond A. Loughton, has
agreed the duties, which have been explained
to him for performance by me to date, are
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comparable to ones which could be a,sslgned
clerical researchers.

On March 16, 1964, I was required to re-
linquish my commission card which estab-
lished my bona fide as a security officer in
the Department of State. It was delivered to
Mason A, LaSelle, the Office of Security’s
Executive Officer. This surender was made
in the presence of Mr., Drew, Mr. Baber, and
the flve other men reassigned with me. On
April 2, 1964, my commission card was re-
turned to me with the word “cancelled”
across its face.

If and when Mr. Otepka is finally afforded
a hearing of the charges made against him
by the Department of State, I intend to ap-
pear as a frlendly witness for him. Harry
M. Hite, Raymond A. Loughton and Billy
Hughes, all former subordinates of Mr.
Otepka in the Office of Security, also intend
to appear on Mr. Otepka’s behalf. These
witnesses will appear In an effort to estab-
lish that the charges against Mr., Otepka
are without basls and specifically the allega-
tion that he clipped an officlal document is

" based on falsely contrived evidence created

solely to harm Mr. Otepka. I know Mr.
Otepka intends to show that certain quali-
fied Individuals, not selected to perform the
work reassigned to me in my present assign-
ment, conspired to manufacture evidence
for use agalnst him, ,

Since March 18, 1964, when I was reas-
signed I have been informed that associates
remalning in the Office of Security have
commented my reassignment was due to the
fact I “carried the torch” too far and too
long for Mr. Otepka. Mr. Drew and Mr,
Baber assured me that G. Mervin Gentile,
the recently appointed Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of State for Security, had no part in
the transfer of five men and myself from
his organization to another ares. The pro-
posed action was not discussed with him
but had been approved by the former di-
recting officials of the Offlce of Security
whom I Identified as Messrs. Belisle and
Laugel.

I have also been made aware that in spite
of Mr. Gentile’s stated need for gualified
personnel security evaluators on complex
cases, he would not request the return of
the six men transferred to another area be-
cause he wished to effect a reorganization
free from controversial persons. In Decem-
ber, 1963, Billy H. Hughes and I, two quali-

fled evaluators, were on detall to lower level '

positions in the Washington Field Ofiice.
The Office of Security assigned investigators
from fleld offices outside Washington, D.C., to
assist in the reduction of a backlog in the
Division of Evaluations which had reached
unbelievable proportions since Mr. Otepka’s
removal, Currently, I am informed that
persons unskilled 1n personnel security eval-
uations have temporarily filled the positions
I and the five other men were forced to leave
and that Mr. Gentile intends to permanently
encumber these positions from the ranks of
investigators, many of whom have not had
the pertinent education, training, or expe-
rience necessary for such duties.

SUMMARY

I respectfully submit that my reassign-
ment does not promote the eficlency of the
service. This actlon had its foundation
based on reprisal for my close assoclation
with and outspoken w=defense of Otto’ F.
Otepka. It is evident it was culminated
through actions of John ¥. Rellly and David
I. Belisle. Without explanation or adequate
notice I was removed in a preemptive fash-
lon from my chosen career as a personnel
security speclalist and placed in an entirely

unrelated positlon and a field not requiring .

speciallzation.

I, with other men in my chosen fleld,
believe in the absolute need for an effective
security progrem in the U.S, Government.

7425

The embarrassment caused by my removal
1s. shared by these. other sincere dedicated
men in the security community.  The “guilt
by association’ concept which the Depart-
ment of State professes to openly oppose is
the only basls for my degradation. My re-
moval from the Government security pro-
gram without cause has subjected me to
scorn and ridicule and has caused embar-
rassment and enguish to my family.

Even though Mr. Reilly resigned because
he lost the confidence of hils superiors, Mr.
Belisle continues in a position whereby he
greatly affects the operations of the Office of
Security. It i1s my belief that it was through
his persuasion my reassignment occurred,
The disclosed testimony of Mr. Belisle and
Mr. Reilly to date has shocked the public
and rendered a disservice to the entire secu-
rity-intelligence community whose Integrity
suffered by the calculated actions of these
two men. Mr. Reilly’s and Mr. Belisle’s tes-
timony before the Senate Internal Security
Subcommittee under oath establishes their
unworthiness in matters concerning the ad-
ministration of personnel security.

I also believe my reassignment is diamet-
rically opposed to the basic defined con-
cepts of the civil service merit system. The
morale and dedication of loyal civil service
employees, who by their actions evidence the
high standards in which they believe, are
weakened by their observation of my recent
experience. If a “Code of Ethics” is to sur-
vive, it must be subscribed to by all civil
service employees without fear of retalia-
tion for telling the truth or recrimination
for fulfilling a duty.

It is requested the Clvil Service Commis~
sion fully investigate this matter and direct
that I be restored to my former rightful posi-
tion - as a personnel security specialist,
GS—0080 13 in the Office of Security.

Respectfully yours,
JOHN R. NORFPEL, Jr.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. BROMWELL. I thank the gen-
tleman from Iowa for his contribution.

Nqw, Mr. Speaker, our concern over
this matter should be intense and it
should be deep. Our interest in the pro-
tection of a good and faithful civil ser-
vant should be no less than the interest
to be exercised by the other body; our
interest in elimination of unworthy civil
servants should likewise be no less.

Otto F. Otepka, I repeat, did not by
anyone’s claim give inaccurate testi-
mony. The documents he produced for
the committee were accurate and au-
thentic. He did not breach the national
security. What then has been his of-
fense? Technically, “insubordination.”
I suggest, Mr. Speaker, that the question
here splits in two parts. If Mr. Otepka
was in fact insubordinate by the rules of
the State Department, prompt, effective
and supportable action should be taken
by the Department. The second ques-
tion, and the first in the national inter-
est s whether the definition of insubor-
dination currently followed by the
Department of State is one which would
be supported by this body, by Congress
as a whole, by the people of the United
States and whether it serves the Nation.
Many on the floor of this House, I be-
lieve throughout the history of this
House, including myself, have spoken out
against the overzealous use of executive
authority. Overzealous use of executive
authority is usually, Mr. Speaker, I sub-
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mit, defined by one word-—persecution.
And, if. Mr. Speaker, cooperation with
a duly constituted commitiee of this
Congress In elther bcdy constitutes in-
subordination this is a matter in which
this House must be keenly Interested.
By what token could this possibly be
true? By what token do appointed of-
Aclals including the Secretary of State
and the Deputy Under Secretary of State
Crockett, who brought about Mr
Otepka's transfer assume authority for
calling insubordinate the release of sc-
curate information not prejudicial to the
national interest to duly authorized
elected officials of the U.8. Government?

It seems to me, Mr. Speaker, that we
are on the threshold-—perhaps we have
crossed the threshold-—of a most critical
area of Intensely linportant national
policy. If we are golng to preserve our
freedoms in the Unised States we had
better be getting about it. If the elected
officlals of this Government are to be
subordinate to the arpolnted officlals in
the manner in which this tyrannical
chain of circumstances suggests, then the
people of the Unifed States, the Con-
gress, the Constitution, and the courts
must plainly declare it. If not, then the
elected officials of this Government and
in particular this Congress have the re-
sponsibility of exerting their rights to
obtain the facts from the executlve
branch of the Federal Government
whenever those facts suit the national
interest, and to profect those who, in
good faith, are able to provide them.

And I think, Mr. Speaker, we may
serve the national interest as much with
respect to Mr. Otepke in particular as we
can in general by probing the policles
which brought him 3o his present un-
pleasant plight. The published facts on
Mr. Otepka’s present condition indlcate
that he has been subjected to the type
of opprobrious punishment which can
only be directly and Intentionally in-
flicted by persons desiring to bring him
harm. What of Da7ld Belisle? What
differentlates the cese of Mr. Belisle
from the case of Assistant Secrctary
Reilly and Mr. Elmer D, Hili? If Mr.
Belisle knew, as he has admiited, of the
recording of Mr. Otepka’s telephone
calls, what distingulshes his case from
the case of Assistant Secretary Rellly
and Mr. Hill who also admitted fhe ac-
tual recording of those calls? The latter
two have resigned by request. Mr.
Belisle has not nor hes he been requested
to do s56. What of the six officlals who
have been transferred? If Mr, Otepka
has done nothing wrong and if Assistant
Secretary Reilly and Mr. Hill and Mr.
Belisle have In falsifying information to
the Senate Internal Security Subcom-
mittee. why have Mr. Otepka's associ-
ates been transferred? Why the con-
tinued surveillance? Why the ostra-
cism? Why the indignity of witnessing
his work? Why the indignity of not
permitting him to take notes upon the
work he is doing?

Mr. Speaker, the J.8. Department of
State represents the United States to the
rest of the world. It has been only a few
weeks since this chainber rang to honest
pleas for civil righvs for our citizens.
We are a nation which has with complete
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Justification proudly presented ourselves
to the world as concerned with human
dignity, with common decency, with a
prompt recognition and enforcement of
rights. It is doubly tragic in these cir-
cumstances that the case of the unfor-
tunate Mr. Otepka should arise in our

own Department of State. And it is

tragic in triple measure, Mr. Speaker,

that the matter lingers on without full

explanation and the full satisfaction of

the Congress of the United States and

the American people.

mand that explanation and that satis-
‘ factlon.

THE CLIFFORD DAVIS BRIDGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. Las-
oNaTI). Under previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Oklahoma
[Mr. Epmonbson] is recognized for 5
minutes.

(Mr. EDMONDSON asked and was
given permission to revise and extend his
remarks.)

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, act-
ing upon the suggestion made by the
Memphis Press-Scimitar, s widely eir-
culated and influential newspaper pub-
Hshed in Memphis, Tenn., that a name
be suggested for the new bridge to be
constructed across the Mississippl River
in the vicinity of that clly as a necessary
lIink in the blg interstate highway sys-
tem, I am glad to inform the House
that 18 Democratlc members of the
House Comimittee on Public Works are
Joining with me today in introducing
individual bills authorizing this bridge
to be named the Clifford Davis Bridge.

Crirrorp Davis served at the right slde
of our distinguished colleague GEORGE
Farton from Maryland, in sponsoring
the original interstate highway bill
which was passed in 1856 authorizing
41,000 miles of defense highways con-
necting all of the capitals of this coun-
iry and serving the Nation as the big-
gest and most useful alltime road build-
ing program in the history of the coun-
try. The Interstate Highway System
designed fto be completed In 1872 will
cost upward of $41 billlon. CriFFoRD
Davis served with GEorczg FarLLon during
the long days of hearings and finally on
June 28, 1956, the bill passed the Con-
gress. As a conferee he served with our
able chalrman, Charles A. Buckley, and
with our other distinguished colleagues,
George Fallon, John Blatnik, George A.
Dondero, the late Harry McGreghor, and
James Auchincloss.

In his 24 years of service in the House
of Representatives, CLirrorp Davis has
been an effective leglslator. As chalr-
man of the Flood Control Committee of
Public Works he has presided for years
over long hearings pefore the commit-
tee. He has acted uniformly with fair-
ness and with impartiality, and has re-
celved the commendation of public of-
ficials and private citlzens who have ap-
peared from all parts of the United
States. It is not always easy to resolve
controversial flood conirol projects.
Often times there is a8 conflict between
public hydroelectric power and the phi-
losophy of those who believe strictly in
private powér systems. Often times

We should de-,
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flood control programs are forced to re-
move people from thelr longtime resi-
dences. Likewise buslnesses are dislo-
cated. The interests of all the people
must be resolved. In this, Congressman
Davis hes acted with wisdom and great
skill, in resolving these matters which
aflect individuals and buslnesses in all
walks of Uife and in all sections of our
great country.

CLIrprORD Davis has been named chair-
man of the Select Committee to Investi-
gate Campaign Expenditures four
times—ithree times by the late beloved
Bpeaker S8am Rayburn, and one time by
his good frlend and leader the distin-
guished Speaker of the House, JOHN
MCcCORMACK.

He is now serving as chairman of the
Select Committee on Real Properiy Ac-
quisition. This Committee was named by
Chairman CuarLes A. BuckLey at the
request of the executive office of the
President. For years there has been need
for a full, thorough and complete ex-
amination of land acquisition practices
by the Federal Government and State
and municipal agencies supported in part
by Federal funds. The recommendation
of this committee will be made to the
Congress before the conclusion of this
sesslon.

There is no more diligent nor more
dedicated public servant than CLIFFORD
Davis. He enjoys the complete confi-
dence of the Speaker and the leadership
of the House as well as a host of friends
on each side of the aisle. His ability and
the esteem In which he is held by his
colleagues were especially recognized in
his effective and successful management
of the TVA self-financing bill which au-
thorized that authority to go into the
money markets of our country and to sell
bonds to build steamplants to fulfill the
increased demands of electric power in
the TVA area. His longtime friend, our -
beloved colleague RoBERT JoNES of Ala-
bama, was constantly at his slde during
the hearings on this legislation and in
CLrrrorD Davis' successful fight to have
this bill enacted into law,

TVA today is known as one of the most
efficiently operated properties of our
our Federal Government. His contri-
bution to flood control and in the sale of
public power is firmly established.

His successful management of this im- -
portant legislation made it possible for
his own city of Memphis to rejoin the
TVA system which assures even cheaper
electric power to that progressive and
growing city and its service area.

My 16 colleagues join with me in the
feeling that this action on our part is a
well deserved tribute expressing in a
small way our confidence and owr deep

_affection for one of the best loved men

ever to serve in this body. CLiFFoRrD DAvis
of Tennessee.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will my
colleague yield to me?

Mr. EDMONDSON. I am happy to
yvield to my distinguished majority
leader.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I am very
happy that these bills have been intro-
duced by my colleague and other distin-
guished Members of the House to do
honor to my friend, the gentleman from
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